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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Status 

1. Claims 1-22 are currently pending. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because items 36 and 38 in figures 9 and 10 are not clearly 
labeled although drawn merely as boxes. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number 
of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where 
necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets 
may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Radke 
(U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2004/0155752). 

With respect to claim 1, Radke discloses a lock interface for a biometric lock (Figure 7) 
for access to an enclosure (Figure 6). The lock interface includes a body (Figure 7, Item 52), a 
biometric sensor (Figure 2, Item 28), and a guide for proper finger placement on the sensor 
(Paragraph [0037]). 

As to claim 2, Radke discloses a rectangular sensor (Paragraph [0029]) which has four 
boundaries (top, bottom, left, and right) as seen in Figure 2. 

Concerning claim 7, Radke discloses that the sensor may be capacitive (Paragraphs 
[0028] and [0045]). 

With regards to claim 8, Radke discloses the invention relates to fingerprints and a 
fingerprint sensor (Paragraph [0002]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. I, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Borza (U.S. Patent #5,859,420). 

With respect to claim 3, Radkc discloses a finger positioning guide (Paragraphs [0037] 
and [0038]). However, Radke does not explicitly disclose multiple crosshairs. 

Borza teaches multiple crosshairs on a fingerprint sensor (Figure 4, Item 22) which 
clearly define the center location and where the finger should be placed. Figure 4 also suggests 
defining the exact center with the dotted crosshairs which bisect the 4 boundaries of the sensor 
and perpendicularly meet in the center. To match the claimed subject matter, Borza suggests a 
first crosshair adjacent to the top boundary, a second adjacent to the bottom, a third adjacent to 
the right boundary, and a fourth adjacent to the left boundary. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made because Radke recognizes the need 
for a guide and this is merely a functional equivalent to direct the user to the best location for a 
finger. 

Concerning claim 4, Radke and Borza render obvious the claimed subject matter as in 
claim 3 above. 

With regards to claim 5, Radke and Borza render obvious the claimed subject matter as in 
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claim 3 above. 

As to claim 6, Radke and Borza render obvious the claimed subject matter as in claim 3 

above. 

8. Claims 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke, as 
applied to claim 1 above, further in view of Hosokawa (U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2002/01 18865). 

As per claim 9, Radke discloses sensor types of thermal, optical, electrical, and acoustical 
(Paragraph [0028]). However, Radke does not explicitly disclose a light emitting mechanism for 
the sensor. 

Hosokawa teaches lights for illuminating a sensor (Figure 1, Items 13-15) that are LEDs 
(Paragraph [0028]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the light emitters of Hosokawa with the invention of Radke because a 
light source will add accuracy to the system for when obtaining images in low light conditions 
which also leads to a lower error percentage and false signals in the system which means 
increased security. 

Regarding claim 10, Radke and Hosokawa render obvious the claimed subject matter as 
in claim 9 above. 

Concerning claim 1 1 , Radke does not explicitly disclose a first body portion that allows 
the light to pass through onto the sensor. 

Hosokawa teaches a prism (Figure 1 , Item 2) that the light passes through on its way to 
the sensor (Item 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to pass the light to the sensor in order to accurately capture the fingerprint 
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Page 6 



9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ben-Aissa (U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2005/0109836). 

Concerning claim 12, Radke does not explicitly disclose a display for conveying 
information to the user. 

Ben-Aissa teaches a display (Figure 1,21) with a biometric sensor (30) for conveying 
information to the user (Paragraph [0073]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a display with the sensor of Radke 
because a display is a simple feedback form to allow the user to know what he or she is doing 
when operating the system thus making the system more user-friendly. 

10. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke 
in view of Yamagishi (U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2004/0025550) and Partus et al. (Partus; U.S. 
Patent #4,638,129). 

With respect to claim 13, Radke discloses an enclosure with a body and a hinged door 
(Figure 9). Radke further discloses a locking mechanism that is operated by the fingerprint 
sensor (Paragraph [0042]). Also included is a processor or CPU and memory (Paragraph 
[0027]). The memory is designed to store the data of permitted users and a switch exists to 
delete the data stored in memory (Paragraph [0076]). Figure 6 shows the body of the system 
housed on the enclosure. Radke does not explicitly disclose a mechanical key lock and the 
administrator locking mechanism. 
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Yamagishi teaches the known method of electronic locks and key cylinder locks 
operating independently (Paragraph [0005]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide both types of locking mechanisms in case 
the power dies or to give the user flexibility in their options of locks (Paragraph [0008]). Radke 
and Yamagishi do not render obvious the structure of the administrator locking mechanism. 

Partus teaches a locking structure with key (Figure 5, Item 3 1) and cam (23). An axis 
(25) runs along the key for which the cam rotates about, as one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made would have recognized. Partus teaches the axis portion (25) as 
rendering switch (3) inoperable (Column 4, Lines 35-40). One of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made would have recognized that the cam is also capable of rendering the 
switch inoperable when lowered to its locked position. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the idea of Partus with 
Radke and Yamagishi because Radke recognizes restricting access to the switch for clearing 
memory (Radke; Paragraph [0020]) and this locking structure is merely a functional equivalent 
for providing limited access to the switch. 

Regarding claim 14, Radke does not explicitly disclose an actuator for the locking 
mechanism that is actuated by the key lock. 

Yamagishi teaches a lock driver that is actuated by an interlock when the key cylinder 
rotates (Paragraph [0012]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the lock driver of Yamagishi with the invention of Radke 
because it provides a locking mechanism with few parts and easy installation (Paragraph [001 1]). 
Radke and Yamagishi do not render obvious using a cam to interact with the actuator. 
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Partus teaches the use of a cam for locking and unlocking a door as seen in claim 13 
above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Radke and Yamagishi with that of Partus because the cam 
is a functional equivalent for the interlock that can connect to the cylinder and driver. 

1 1 . Claims 15 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke 
in view of Hosokawa. 

Regarding claim 15, Radke discloses a biometric fingerprint lock on a lock box 
(Paragraph [0042]). Further, Radke discloses a method for actuating the sensor by the presence 
of a finger on the sensor (Paragraph [0019]). Radke discloses comparing current data with stored 
data in order to determine a lock or unlocked state (Paragraph [0068]) and operating the 
mechanism only when the user is authorized (Paragraph [0022]). Radke also discloses a status 
LED for indicating when the fingerprint reader is ready to sense a fingerprint (Paragraph [0040]). 
However, Radke does not explicitly disclose light emitted on the biometric sensor. 

Hosokawa teaches lights for illuminating a sensor (Figure 1, Items 13-15) that are LEDs 
(Paragraph [0028]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the light emitters of Hosokawa with the invention of Radke because 
providing light on the sensor itself provides a visual cue of when to use the system which is 
necessary for people with hearing disabilities and it further enhances positioning the finger 
properly to obtain the most accurate reading. 

With regards to claim 22, Radke and Hosokawa render obvious the claimed subject 
matter as in claim 15 above. 
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12. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke 
and Hosokawa as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Ben-Aissa. 

As per claim 16, Radke discloses status LEDs (Paragraph [0040]), but does not explicitly 
disclose a display. 

Ben-Aissa teaches a display (Figure 1, 21) with a biometric sensor (30) for conveying 
information to the user (Paragraph [0073]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a display with the sensor of Radke 
because a display is a simple feedback form to allow the user to know what he or she is doing 
when operating the system thus making the system more user-friendly. 

Regarding claim 17, Radke and Ben-Aissa render obvious the claimed subject matter as 
in claim 16 above and further in view of Figure 9a of Ben-Aissa. 

13. Claims 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Radke and 
Hosokawa as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Borza. 

With respect to claim 18, Radke discloses a guide for properly placing a finger on a 
sensor (Paragraphs [0037] and [0038]). Radke also discloses a status LED for indicating that the 
sensor is ready to read a fingerprint (Paragraph [0040]). However, Radke does not explicitly 
disclose the guide acting as a visual cue. 

Borza teaches a finger guide directly on the sensor (Figure 4) which is illuminated by a 
light source (Column 2, Lines 10-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Radke with that of Borza 
because a visual cue is necessary for users with hearing impairments and lighting the sensor 
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eliminates unnecessary parts from the design by using the same light to indicate the sensor is 
ready, provide a clear guide for the finger in order to increase accuracy in the reading, and to 
make the actual reading. 

As to claim 19, Radke discloses a rectangular sensor (Paragraph [0029]) which has four 
boundaries (top, bottom, left, and right) as seen in Figure 2. Radke also discloses a finger guide 
as in claim 18 above. Radke does not explicitly disclose four crosshairs. 

Borza teaches multiple crosshairs on a fingerprint sensor (Figure 4, Item 22) which 
clearly define the center location and where the finger should be placed. Figure 4 also suggests 
defining the exact center with the dotted crosshairs which bisect the 4 boundaries of the sensor 
and perpendicularly meet in the center. To match the claimed subject matter, Borza suggests a 
first crosshair adjacent to the top boundary, a second adjacent to the bottom, a third adjacent to 
the right boundary, and a fourth adjacent to the left boundary. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made because Radke recognizes the need 
for a guide and this is merely a functional equivalent to direct the user to the best location for a 
finger. 

Concerning claim 20, Radke and Borza render obvious the claimed subject matter as in 
claim 19 above. 

Regarding claim 21, Radke and Borza render obvious the claimed subject matter as in 
claim 19 above. 



Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
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disclosure. 

Janiak et al. (U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2002/0097142) teach a biometric lock with finger guide and 
status LEDs. 

Kim (U.S. Patent #6,828,899) teaches a biometric system which displays messages to the user 
and also allows for deletion of the stored data. 

Matsumoto et al. (U.S. Patent App. Pub. #2002/0181749) teach multiple guide templates for a 
sensor (Figure 9). 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan W. Sherwin whose telephone number is (571) 270-7269. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. through 6:00 p.m., 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on (571) 272-2964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
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